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EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL/No Extra Emergency FEMA Funds

SUBJECT: Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Bill for fiscal year 1998 . . . S. 1768. Bond motion to table the
Nickles amendment No. 2131 to the Bond/Mikulski amendment No. 2123.
ACTION: MOTION TO TABLE AGREED TO, 68-31
SYNOPSIS:  Asreported, S. 1768, the Engemg/ Sypplemental Aopropriations Bill for fiscalyear 1998, willbrovide $3.109

billion in mandatoy and discretiongrbudyet authoriy, including $1.992 billion in emeeng funding for the
Department of Defense, $561.9 million to pesd to natural disasters and other egaecies, and $278.0 million in other
discretionay supplemental @propriations. A total of $273.9 million in rescissions and other offsets will also be enacted.

The Bond/Mikulski amendment would add an extra $1.6 billion gemey appropriation for the Federal Emgencg
Management Administration (FEMA). That fundjrwould be for incremental costs for pesding to emegencies declared this
year and irprior years, and it would be fgaying for emegencies that have nget been declared becauseyti@ve notyet
occurred. The amougiven for extra emgencg/ spendirg for emegencies that have ngét occurred would be based on the ayera
amount pent the last fewears on emeencies. (Eaclyear, Cogress @propriates funds for disaster assistance and other
emepgencies. It knows disasters will occur, and itd¢petd for them. When the amount of needed aid exceeds thetbddmount,
emegeng sypplemental bills argassed. Those bills mde, but do not have to be, offset.)

The Nickles amendmentwould strike the emgeng/ desgnation from the Bond/Mikulski amendment.

During debate, Senator Bond moved to table the Nickles amendment. A motion to table is not debatable; however, some o
preceded the makinof the motion. General] those favorig the motion to tablepposed the amendment; thoggpo

(See other side)

YEAS (68) NAYS (31) NOT VOTING (1)
Republicans Democrats Republicans Democrats Republicans Democrats
(26 or 48%) (42 or 93%) (28 or 52%) (3 or 7%) 1) 0)
Bennett Akaka Inouye Abraham Feingold Roth?
Bond Baucus Johnson Allard Kohl
Campbell Biden Kennedy Ashcroft Robb
Chafee Bingaman Kerrey Brownback
Cochran Boxer Kerry Burns
Collins Breaux Landrieu Coats
Coverdell Bryan Lautenberg Craig
D'Amato Bumpers Leahy Enzi
DeWine Byrd Levin Faircloth
Domenici Cleland Lieberman Gramm
Frist Conrad Mikulski Grams
Gorton Daschle Moseley-Braun Gregg
Grassley Dodd Moynihan Hagel
Jeffords Dorgan Murray Hatch
Lott Durbin Reed Helms
Lugar Feinstein Reid Hutchinson ;
Mack Ford Rockefeller Hutchison EXPLA.N.ATION. 01 AizslEhNiEl=
McConnell Glenn Sarbanes Inhofe 1—Official Business
Roberts Graham Torricelli Kempthorne 2—Necessarily Absent
Shelby Harkin Wellstone Kyl 3—lliness
Smith, Gordon Hollings Wyden McCain 4—Other
Snowe Murkowski
Specter Nickles SYMBOLS:
Thurmond Sessions AY—Announced Yea
Warner Smith, Bob AN eI VY
Thomas PY—Paired Yea
Thompson PN—Paired Nay

Compiled and written by the staff of the Republican Policy Committee—Larry E. Craig, Chairman
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Federal regonse will occur, and it bygts for them. For instance, in a coyrds lage as the United States itgaaranteed that
evel year there will be a few natural disasters, such as floods or hurricanes, that will cageaelanwe to overwhelm the abiit
of localgovernments t@rovide relief. A fewyears go, when pendirg cgps wereput into the Budet Act, some Senators noted
that under rare circumstances egaeiy spendirg well in excess of the historical avgeama be necessgiin agivenyear. No one
can know when suclpsndirg will be necessgr and consguentl it is notpossible to buget ahead of time for it. Those Senators
further agued that in the event that suckimital, excessive emgeng/ needs arose, Cgress should not have to waste tinyinig

to find offsets beforgiving assistance. Whareagle's homes are desyred and thg need shelter for thegtit, or when sandlgs
need to be thrownputo st a flood, or when another immediate hglis needed, Cagess should not wait until it can find offsets.
It should heb, and fgure out how tgoay for it later. Therefore, those Senatorgusd for a clause in the Bgelt Act to allow
Congress to pend in excess of thependirg cgs in ary year that it found that it had wrgly estimated, and bgédted for, the
amount of emeyeng funding that would be needed. Theigamentprevailed.

Unfortunatey, that emegencg clause of the Bugkt Act has been sidrt to extreme abuse ever since it was enacted. Liberal
Senatorgjuickly noticed that callig anything an emeageng allowed them to borrow more mgni gend in excess of th@eandirg
cgs. President Clintonpon beirg elected, tried to shovegiant porkbarrel deficit-pendirg bill through Corgress that would have
funded eveything from bikepaths to swimmig pools by calling it emegeng/ spendirg. The clause has even been abused when
it has been used ditimately, because attepts have rargl been made after the ergencies havpassed to find offsets.

Many Republicans have beengfiting this abusive use of the ergeng/ desgnation for maw years. Since thetook over
Corgress thg have madgreatprogress. The amount ampairposes of "emeeng/” spendirg have both stged much hjher than
they were before the enactment of the BetdAct loghole for such gendirg, but at the same time Rablicans have been
successful in enactyoffsets. Under the rules, thare not rquired topay for the pendirg, but they have found wgs to repond
to disasters without increagjthe deficit. This bill is the first mar excgption to thatprinciple since Rpublicans have taken over
Corgress. Most of the emggngy spendirg in the bill is for unantigiated defense needs, and offsets have notgreeided. Some
of the other emegeng spendirg is for natural disasters, andjaén, no offsets have begrovided.

Making matters much worse, the Bond/Mikulski amendment wgaldne stp farther than even liberalpandthrift Democrats
dared when thecontrolled both Houses of Cgress and the White House. This amendment would incrpasdigy in excess
of the pendirg caps for emegencies that have not even occurred, and it would base that increase on the rembaneia
amount pent on emagencies. Whatyipe of horrible newprinciple are we followig? Under the Igic of the Bond/Mikulski
amendment, the Senate knows that an geesimount of gendirg to repond to emeagencies igoing to be needed inyear, so,
instead ofplanning for that gendirg in its budyet, it should, ahead of timegrae that it shoulgust borrow andmend the mong
without ever tying to sty within its budjet? This mongwill be available until egended, whether thigear, nexiyear, or bgond.
With all due repect, this is not a rgsnsible wg to budjet.

Eliminating the emegeng desgnation would not hinder the United States' abtlitrepond to ay emegeng/ needs in anway.
All'it would do is force Cogress and the Presidentday for ary hep they give. We do not think manMembers have thght this
throwgh very clearly. The Clinton Administration oplyesterdg made the muest for this $1.6 billion, and Members now seem more
than willing to add it to thgrawy train. We uge our collegues to stp and think about what tiieare doilg. The Senate, for the first
time, should noplan on beig irregponsible ahead of timeybbreakirg the pendirg cgps for emegencies that have not even

happenedyet.
Those opposinghe amendment contended:

Our collegues are correct in much of whatyrssy. FEMA's role has been pandedgreatly, and we believe to a lgg extent
inappropriately. We do not like seegthis relief geng/ beirg abused ¥ politicians as a vehicle for bigng home the bacon with
mone outside of theendirg cgos. That mong should be used to reduce the deficit or debt or to save Social gmnitd. It
should not be used/-ederabpoliticians to by votes ly paying for localprojects under the "engeng/” label. Eaclyear, Cogress
should make an honest estimate of how much realgemgrfunding will be necessgr and it should bugkt for those costs within
the gendirg caps. We are ver sorly to sg, though, that Cogress does not follow thagirocedure. Themonsors of the
Bond/Mikulski amendment have trieddet reforms enacted to reform FEMA butytheve not been successful. Be that as it ma
enactig the Nickles amendment would not offer a solution. It wgudd force cuts in other areas. We ask our cglies--should
we work on reformig FEMA, or should wegustput all of its gendirg, justified or not, on bugkt and thus endocutting needed
programs tapay for FEMA's excessivependirg? Thisyear, we know that we ageing to need this $1.6 billion because no reforms
aregoing to be enacted in the next few months. We argleatsed  that fact, but it is unavoidable. Wepgort an emegengy
desgnation this time because if it is removed oftregrams that are funded out of the same allocation as FEMA, such asghousin
or veterans health, will have to be cut. Therefore, we npgstse the Nickles amendment.



